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ABSTRACT 

Two versions of tho Disturbing Behavior Checkliat 
(DIC) , an indicator of the relative disturhingnea* of behaviors 
charactoristic of aildly handicapped feaotionally distorbad and 
loarning diaablod) etudents were field tastad with 250 and 150 
university students, teachers, supervisors, and school psychologists. 
Both checklists vera relatively reliable. Xn light of ecological 
theory which suggests that disturfcanca nay rata It froi an interaction 
between a child 9 a behavior and react! one to that behavior within an 
eoosystea, ase of the checklist to eaten teachera and children a&y be 
helpful. (CL) 
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Tha Disturbing Child t A Validation Raport 

Traditional aaaaaanant practicaa for mildly handicapptd youngatara 
raly haavily on chackliata and rating acaiaa of abnormal bahavioral 
charactariatica. Tha mildly handicapptd y ntngatar ia oftan rafarrad 
or idahtifiad aa a raault of a tralnad profaaaional complating aueh an 
inatrumant; it ia reaaonad that too much or too littla of cartain char- 
actariatica ia auggaativa of ona or anothar handicapping condition. 

Bvldanca axiata to suggest that taachara ara diffarantially 
raactiva to atlmulua qualitiaa (i.a., charactariatica) of youngatara. 
In fact, auch factor* aa appaaranca (Algbssina, 1976b; Barachaid & 
Walatar, 1974; Roaa & Salvia, 1975; Salvia, Algossins, & Shaara, 1977; 
Salvia, Shsars, & Algossina, 1975) raca (Coataa, W72; Datt«, Schaafar, 
& Davia, 1968; Rubovits & Maahr, 1973), child'a aax (Cartar, 1952; Jack- 
son & Lahadama, 1967; Lippatt & (Jo Id, 1959; Mayar & Thompaon, 1956; 
Pa lardy, 1969), and achiavamant laval of oldar aiblinga (Saavar, 1973) 
hava baan ahown to diffarantially affact tha attitudaa and intaractiona 
. of taachara and thair atudanta. 

Within this contaxt, it haa baan auggaatad that a contributing 
factor to "amotional <diaturbanca" may ba tha raactiona of othara to 
tha bahavior axhibitad by tha child. Rhodaa (1967, 1970), in hia pro- 
aantation of acological thaory, indicatad that bahaviora axhibitad by 
childran may ba diffarantially botharaona to individuala working with 
thoaa childran. Tha thaory auggaata that "diaturbanca" may ba "in tha 
aya of tha baholdar" and may ba ganaratad within an acoayatam whan an 
individual^ bahavior ia viiwad aa diaturbing or botharaoma by othara 
in tha ayatam. Davianca, than, may ba aa much a function of raactiona 
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So bahavior at it it tht bahavior In and of ittalf . 

To btgin to atctrttin tha axtant to which thara ia comtruct 
validity within tha tcologictl ptrtptctivt of dtvianca, it ia nacatttry 
to hava an indicator of tha ralativa "diaturbingnatt'' of bahaviort 
charactarittic of mildly handicappad youngtttrt. If prtdictabla dif- 
farantlal raactiont to thott bahaviort can ba damonttratad, than torn* 
tupport for tha acological thaory will hava baan avidancad. Tha intant 
of thit rataarch raport it to prtttnt tht rttultt of tavaral ttuditt 
rtltvant to thit lint of investigation. 
Tha Disturbing Bahavior Chacklitt 

To facilitata tha procttt of dtttrmining tht rtlttivt "ditturbingnaat 
of bahaviort charactarittic of mildly handicappad youngtttrt, it ttamad / 
appropriata to dtvtlop mort than ona tctlt. Such t proctdura would ana>la 
both batwaan and within group diffarancat to ba analysad; that it, dll- 
ftrancat among bahaviort thought to ba charactarittic of laarning dia- 
ablad or amotionally ditturbtd childran could ba analysad, at could dif- 

/ 

/ 

ftrancat bttwttn thott bthaviort chtrtcttrittic of both grot^t. 

Tht Ditturbing Bthtvior Chtcklitt I (DEC I wtt davalopad to ba an 
indicator of tha ralativa ditturbingnttt of ctrttin bthtviort chtrtc- 
ttrittic of tmotiontl ditturbtnct (CJ>). Tht firtt tttp in dtriving 
tht tctlt wtt to choott tpproprittt bthtvior ittmt. Thit wtt dont 
uting tht Bthtvior Probltm Chtcklitt (BPC), which it t tctlt thtt it 
ofttn uttd tt t tcrttning dtvict for amotionally ditturbtd childran. 1 
It contains 55 bthtviort thought to bt rtprtttntttivt of ditturbtd 
childrtn. In tht normativa ttudy for tht DBC I, tht tama 55 itama wara 



included, but individuals were asked to raapond to the relative "dis- 
turbingness" of behaviors portrayad in those it ma. It waa assumed 
that this ganaral procadura would provida information ragarding tha 
"disturbingness" of each itan as wall as substantive data from which 
to derive dimensions of disturbingness. Appendix A presents the DBC I 
used in the normative study. 

The Disturbing Behavior Checklist II (DBC II) was developed to be 
an indicator of the relative disturbingness of certein behaviors char- 
acteristic of learning disabilities (LD). The firet step in deriving 
the ecale was to choose appropriate behavioral itema. Learning dls- 
abilitiea textbooka generally contain sections which present "cherac- 
terietice" of the condition; the primary source of the 51 itema in the 
DBC II was information from such sections in several recent texte 
(Bryan & Bryan. 1975; Hallahan & Cruickshank, 1973; Lerner, 1976; 
Wallance & McLoughlin, 1975) . Forty-five case etudies of LD children 
were examined and found to include 90 percent of the items which were 
included in the DBC II. Three indicator variables (general perceptual 
problems, unmanageable behavior, social immaturity) were included to 
facilitate interpretation of subsequent factors. In the normative 
study, individuals were asked to respond to the relative "disturbing- 
nees" of the 5.1 items. It waa assumed that this general procedure 
would provide informetion regarding the "disturbingness" of each item 
aa well as substantive data from which to derive dimensions of dis- 
turbing behaviors. Appendix B presents the DBC II used in the normative 
study. 



Normative Study 

DBC I 

Sub 1 acti and Procedure . Approximately 230 individuals vara aakad 
to complete tha DBC I. Tha aubjaeta inciudad approximately 100 uni- 
varaity etudents, 90 public achooi teechers, and 60 auperviaora and 

o 

school paychologiata. Each raapondant vaa aakad to indicate, on a acala 
from 1 to 5, "how disturbing" aach item vaa "in working with children": 
1 ■ not very disturbing, 5 ■ vary diaturbing. Tha data obtained by 
thia procedure were aubjacted to a principal components factor analyaia. 
All factora with at laaat one loading of .40 or greater i ire rotated - 
to a direct oblimin aolution and tha reaulting dimanaiona ware analysed 
and interpreted. 

Reaulta. The remulta of the factor analytic procedure used to 
derive diaturbingneea dimanaiona are preaented in Table 1; only loadinga 
greater than .40 are included. Each dimanaion containa bahaviora that 
are "diaturbing" relative to certain constructs which are bothersome in 
working with children: Factor I containa socially Immature bahaviora, . 
Factor II containa socially defiant behavior a, Factor III containa 
physically disturbing bahaviora, and Factor IV containa aocialised 
delinquent bahaviora. Three of the four factora ware moderately cor- 
related with each other (I, II, IV) and one waa relatively independent 
of tha other three (III). 

Inaert Table 1 about here 

Means and standard deviations for the itema are preaented in 
Table 2. Factor indicatora are included aa well aa maan "dieturb- 
ingneas" valuea for^the itema within each factor. An analyaia of 



the "average disturb lngnees" of aach factor suggested that the socially 
defiant behaviors (Factor II) vara mora botharsona than thosa of tha 
othar factors. 

Insart Table 2 about hara 

Item analysis statistics are contained in Table 3. These results 
indicate that the scale and f actor ially derived subscales are relatively 
reliable* This condition, of course, is necessary but not sufficient 
for the instrument to be measuring the dieturbingness of behavior. 

Insert Table 3 about here 

DBC II 

t 

t 

Subject a and Procedure Approximately 150 advanced undergraduate 
students were aeked to complete the DBC II. Each had taken courses in 
special education, none had student taught, and most were female (90%). 
Respondents were asked to indicate, on a scale from 1 to 5, "how dis- 
turbing" each item was "in working with children": again, 1 ■ not very 
disturbing, 5 ■ vsry disturbing. The obta.' : 1 data were analysed and 
interpreted in a manner similar to thoae from the DBC I. 

Results. Ths results of the factor analytic procedure used to de- 
rive die turb lngnees dimensions are presented in Table 4; again, only 
loadings greater than .40 are included. Each dimension contains behaviore 
that are "disturbing" relative to certain constructs which are bother- 
some in working with children: Factor I contains behaviors represen- 
tative of general perceptual problems, Factor II contains bothersome 
unmanageable behaviore, and Factor III contalne immeture behaviore. 
Tha three factors were moderately correlated with each other. 



Insert T«t>le 4 about here 

Maana and standard deviations A or aach it an ara praaantad in 
Tabla 5. Factor indicatora ara alao includad with tha maan "disturbing- 
ness" values for each item. An analysis of tha "average disturbingness" 
of each factor suggested that the unmanageable behaviors (Factor II) 
were more bothersome than those of the other factors. 

* Inaart Tabla 5 about hara 

• ■ - 

Item analysis statistics are contained in Table 6. The results indi 
cate that the scale and f notarially derived subscales are relatively re- 
liable. Again, this condition is necessary but not sufficient for the 
instrument to be measuring the disturbingness of the behaviors. 

Insert Table 6 about here 



Subsequent Research 
In an attempt to determine the sensitivity and utility of the 

« 

Disturbing Behavior Checklist, a series of investigations was conducted. 
Each was designed to address a particular question relative to various 
types of subjects. Selected information about each study is presented 
in Table 7. An analysis of the results from this research suggests 
that a child's behavior may indeed be an important stimulus quality 
in determining others' attitudes and performances. Similarly, it 
seems that behaviors characteristic of ED and LD children may gen- 
erate both within and between group differential reactions. These 
outcomes are predictable based upon ecological theory, and to some 

iv 



extent support the validity of the notion of "disturbingness" of 

0 

behavior. 

Insert Table 7 about here 



Discussion 

In discussing tha astabliahnent of construct validation, Cronbach 
(1971) suggested that three types of investigations be included within 
a validation study. Logical analyses are used to examine the consistency 
between the construct and the measurement format; correlational and 
'experimental analyses extend the explanation and understanding of the 
construct. Types of correlational analyses include (a) determining 
whether clusters of items can be identified within the totality of items 
representative of the construct in general (i.e., factor analyses), 
(b) determining whether two groups of individuals likely to differ on 
the construct in question in fact do differ on the construct measure- 
ment instrument, and/or (c) determining whether items representative 
of the construct are related, yet can be «een as different aspects of 
the total construct. Experimental analyses serve to identify influ- 
ences to which the construct may be sensitive; that is, whether ratings 
representative of the construct can be changed systematically, and/or 
whether they are differentially influential in decision making. 

The disturbing child (or disturbing behavior) has received \ 
construct validation support within the framework suggested by 
Cronbach (1971) . The measurement formats of the Disturbing Behavior 
Checklists provide a means for determining the extent to which various 
behaviors are rated as differentially disturbing: investigations have 

a 
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shown both consistent between and within seals vsrisbility. Correlational 
analysts hsvs suggsstsd that nsaningful clustsrs can bs rsprsssntsd within 
total "disturbingnsss" scalss and that itsns within ths scalaa art ralatsd 
but repreaentativa. of different aspscts of ths construct (i.s., fsctors 
within DBC I snd DBC II corrslstsd moderately). Similarly, groups 

r 

likely to differ in ratings of ths disturbingnsss of bshavior (e.g., 
apacial and regular teachers) hsvs bean shown to do so. Finally, txperi- 
mental snslysss hsvs shown that ratings of diaturbingnaaa of behaviors* 
may ba altarad by lntanalva practicum experiences and that thoaa ratings** 
play an important part in decision making (i.e., acceptance of a child 
as a function of tolerance for behavior). 

Conclusions snd Imolicstions 

Ecologies], thsorists hsvs suggsstsd tt? . "disturbance" may result 
from an interaction between a child's bshavior and reactiona to that 
behavior within an scosystsm (Rhodes, 1967; Swap* 1974). Within such s 
modal, bshsvior is viewed ss "disturbing" rather thsn "disturbed"; 
thus equal emphesis is givsn to ths child snd to individuals with whom, 
the child interacts. Ths implications for intervention from an eco- 
logical perepectivagauggeat the necessity Of altering ths child's bs- 
hsvior ss well ss si taring individuals' rssctions to that bshavior 
(Algozsine, 1977). Within thie context, matching of teachera and chil- 
dren b scoot b of intsreat: if children who exhibit certain botheraome 
behaviora are matched with teachera who are tolerant of thoaa behaviors, 
"disturbance" in an ecological aanae may be avoided. 

The finding that behaviora of children are differentially diaturbing 
to teachera alao haa important aaaeaament implications. If teachera are 



to 
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reective to children as a° result of their tolerence for thtir behaviors, 
a source of bias in referrel and eesessnent nay ba avidant. Soma 
children may have tha "aesessneut cards stscked against than" as a 
rasult of fia affact thair behav or has on important othars in tha 

acosystan. Sons evidence axists to suggast that such bias nay occur 

*v * 
ralativa to placement of fepys and girls in spacial claasas; a connon 

\ ' 
finding in pravalanca studies, is that boys outnunbar girls in spacial 

i ■' ,(„ . ; . • 

classrooms. Schlossar and Algoitine (1979) hava shown that boys' char- 
acteristic behavior's are mora disturbing Chan those of girls; it nay 
be that initial referrals and subsequent placements, are as nuch a 
function of thia ecological difference as any other etiological factor. 

The Disturbing Behavior Checklists appear to hava positive pey- 
chonetric qualities (i.e., reliability and Validity). The construct of 
a disturbing child (and/or disturbing behavior) has received sone vali- 
dation as a result of the studies which have been conducted. The 
nature and direction of future reaearch is left" to tha creative and 
enorgetic ninds of researchers who will not accept (and find it disturbing) 
that children nay be seen as disabled, disturbed, or otherwise different 
simply because others see them that way. \ 
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Footnotes 



Bob Algot line le ef filleted with the Univereity of Miimeeote Inetltute 
for Reeeerch on Learning Dieebllltiee. • 

l The Behevior Problem Checkliet (BPC) wee developed by H. Quey 
end D. Petereon. It le available in mimeographed form from Or. 
Quey. The fector etructure of the BPC le very elm^ler to that of 
the Dieturbing Behevior Checkliet I. 



table 1 

Rotated Factor Loading Pattern for Disturbing Behavior Checklist X 





Factor 


XtM and Description 


X XX XXX XV 


Feeling of Inferiority 


76* ** 


Anxiety j chronic general feerfulneee 




Leek of eelf -confidence 





Preoccupation! "in a world of hie oim" 
Depreeolon, chronic eadnaee 

SclNcqnsclousnsss eielly onbarraaieed • 
Flxod exproeeion; lack of Motional reactivity ; 
Social withdrawal; preference for eolltary activities , 
Ihyneee, bsshfulncse 
Ten e ion j inability to relax 

Clumelnees, awkwardness; poor macular coordination 
Hyporeeneltlvlty; feelings eaelly hurt 
Docen't know how to have fun . 
laeily fluttered and confused 
Aloof neae, eoclal reeerve 

Marvousnces, Jittvrineee, jumpiness; eaelly etartled 
Repetitive speech 

Often has physical complaints, e.g., hoadachco, etomach- 

achae 
Drowelneee 
Incoherent epeoch 

Faoelvlty, auggeetlblllty; eaelly led by othere 
Sluggishness, lothergy 

Disobedience; difficulty in disciplinary control 
Impertinence; eeuclneee 

Negativism tendency to do the oppoelte of what ie 
requested 

Deetructivcmees in regard to hie own and/or oth«*s* 
property 

Laslnese in echool 4 in performance of other teeke 
Fighting 

Uncooperetiyonoea in group situations 
'Temper tentrume 

Irresponsibility, undep&ndabllity 

Disrupt ivettoss; tendency to annoy and bothor others 

Attcntlon-sseking, "show-off 11 

BoltUuroosnasft, rowdinues 

lnattentlvon**e to what othere say 

Irritability , hot tempered! easily aroused to anger 

DJstroctibillty 

Rcetleeenee*, inability to sit still 
Hypersensitivity; alwaye on the go 
Mae bad companions • 
■nurpsifl, b?d-wtting 
Masturbation 

Profane languaft«, swearing , cursing * 
Loyal to delinquent friends 
Tiunncy from a c ho 61 
Stays out late nt night 

♦decimal points omitted — . 

**only loading* of # m0 or crcatcr arc included 



71 
65 

62 

62 
.60 
59 
59 
58 
55 
55 
54 
49 
48 
44 
40 



46 

47 
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Table 2 



Means, Standard Deviations, and Factor Indicators 
for Olaturblng Behavior Checklist I Items 



Item and Description 



Oddness, bizarre behavior 4 

Restlessness, inability to sit still 

Attention-seeking, "show-off" 

Stays out late at night 

Doesn't' know how to have fun 

Self-consciousness; easily embarrassed 

Fixes expression; lack of emotional reactivity 

Disrupt tvenees; tendency to annoy and bother others 

Feelings of inferiority 

Steals In company with others 

Bolsterousness, rowdlness % 

Crying over minor annoyances and hurts 

Preoccupation; "in a world of his own" 

Shyness ♦ bashfulnsss 

Social withdrawal;, preference for solitary activities 
Dislike for school 

Jealousy over attention paid other children 

Belongs to a gang 

Repitltlve speech 

Short attention span 

Lack of 'self-confidence 

Inattehtlveness to what others say 

Easily flustered and tonxused 

Incoherent speech 

Fighting 

Loyal to delinquent friends 
Temper tantrums v 

Retlcen.?*, secrttiyeness , T 

Truancy from school 

Hypersensitivity r feelihfcs easily hurt ' 

Laxlnfss in schoo; & in performance of other tasks 

Anxiety; chronic general tearfulness 

Irresponsibility, und spend ability 

Excessive daydreaming 

Masturbation 

Has bad companions 

Tension; inability to relax 

Disobedience; difficulty. in disciplinary control 
Depression, chronic sadness 
Uncooperatlveness in group situations 
Aloofness, social reserve 

Passivity, suggfstlblllty; easily led by others 
Clumsiness, awkwardness; poor muscular coordination 
Hypersensitivity; always on the go 
Dlstractlblllty 

Deatructlvenesa in regard tu his' own and/or others' property 
Negativism; tendency to do tne opposite of what is requested 
Impertinence; sauciness 
Sluggishness, lethargy 
rows ins ss . * 

rofans tfnguage, awsarlng, cursing 
Nervousness, Jltterlness, jumplness; easily startled 
Irritability, hot tempered ;, easily aroused to anger 
ftnur eels, bed-wetting 

Often has physical complaint*, e.g., headaches, stomachaches 
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Toblo 3 

Xtta aaalyato for Disturbing B«h«vlor Checklist X 



Subicolo 


I 


XI 


XXX 




Total 


Nuabor of Itoat 


22 


13 


2 


7 


33 


Iatornal conolttoncy (KR20) 


.93 


.90 


.62 


.77 


.93 


Avtrat* ltoa-total correlation 


.64 


.63 


.83 


.63 


.32 


Average later-ltea correlation 


.39 


.38 


.44 


.32s 


.18 



Table 4 

Rotated Factor Loading Pattern for Disturbing Behavior Checklist II 







Factor 




Item 


I 


II 


III 



being unable to blend sounds 
written reversals 

inappropriate recall of words and sentences 
difficulty remembering letter, names 
weak auditory memory 
confusion of letter sounds 
gcnernl perceptual problems* ** 
weak visual memory 
figure-ground problems 
poor word attack skills 
not differentiating left from right 
confusion with directionality 
poor visual-motor integration 
letter and word reversals 
having difficulty copying shapes 
fine motor problems 
poor motor development 
clumsiness, awkwardness * 
poor 9 discrimination skills " 
gross motor problem* 
disorganization in task approaches 
poor posture 
unmana geable b ehavior 
hyperactivity . 
short attention span , 
being in a state of perpetual motion 
lack of motivation 
difctractiblllty 
rudeness, tactlessness 
irritability 

an Inability to follow directions 

carelessness 

impulsivlty 

being easily frustrated 
insecurity 

being shy or withdrawn 
anxiety, with rejjnvd to school 
bcinR unable to assume serial responsibility 
' inadequate self concept 
not participating independently 
being insecure or fcrnv'ng attention 
poor Interpersonal relationships 
poor expressive abilities 
lack of spontaneity in communication 
social Immaturity 



90* 
85 
83 
82 
81 
79 
78 
78 
77 
73 
72 
72 
71 
69 
67 
65 
48 
48 
45 
45 
43 



** 



68 
67 
58 

57 
53 
51 
M 
47 
46 
43 
43 
41 



83 
80 
66 
64 
64 
62 
56 
56 
55 
47 
47 



*docif«al points omitted .. 
**only loading* of ,40 or {'.rrolor ore included 
^"indlcato!*" variables arc underlined 



Table S 



Means 9 Standard Deviations, and Factor Indicators 
for Disturbing Behavior Checklist II Items 



Item and Description . X SD F 



short attention span 2.3 I. 0 II 

vpoor discrimination skills 1.9 1.0 I 

being easily frustrated 2.4 1. I n 

unmanageable behavior 3.4 1*2 II 

weak visual memory 1.8 p. 9 I 

poor word attack skills 1.7 0.8 I 

inseasltlvlty 3.0 1.2 - 

saying inappropriate things 2.2 1.0 

having difficulty copying shapes 1.3 0.8 I 

figure-ground problems 1.7 0.9 I 

impulsivlty 2.3 1.0 II 

poor motor development 1.8 1.0 I 

inadequate self-concept % 2.3 1.3 III 

letter and word reversals 1.8 ' 1.0 - I 

lack of sensitivity regarding others 3.3 1.1 

poor visual-motor integration 1.9 0.9 I 

social immaturity 2.4 1.0 III 

poor expressive ability \ 2.0 1.0 III 

weak auditory memory \ 1.9 0.9 f 

dlstractlblllty 2.7 1.0 II 

poor interpersonal relationship 2.8 1.1 III 

confusion of letter sounds 1.9 0.9 I 

being in a state of perpetual motion 2.9 l.JL II 

laslness in. school 3.0 1.1 

poor posture 1.7 0.8. I, 

general perceptual problems 2.0 0.9 I 

carelessness * 2.7 1.1 II 

being unable to assume social responsibility 2.6 1.0 XII 

rudeness, tactlessness * 3.4 1.1 II 

insecurity 2.3 1.2 III 

irritability 2.9 1.0 II 

being shy or withdrawn 2.0 1.2 III 

lack of spontaneity in communication 2.2 1.1 III 

difficulty remember inf letter names 1.8 0.9 I 

being insecure or craving attention * 2.4 1.1 III 

written reversals 1.8 0.8 "* I 

hyperactivity 2.7 1.1 II 

an inability to follow directions 2.6 1.1 II 

not participating Independently * 2.4 1.0 HI 

confusion with directionality 1.9 0.9 I 

inappropriate recall of words an4 sentences 1.9 0.9 I 

being unable to blend sounds 1.9 0.9 I 

not differentiating left from right 1.8 0.9 I 

anxiety with regard to school 2.4 1.2 III 

perseveration 2.4 1.0 

limited spontaneous verbalisation 2.2 1.0 

lack of motivation 2.9 , 1.2 It 

fine-motor problems 1.8 0.9 I 

disorganisation in task approaches 2.2 , 0.9 I 

clumsiness, awkwardness 1.8 0.9 I 

gross-motor problems 2.0 1.1 • t 




Table 6 

Item Analyses for Disturbing Behavior Checklist II 



jiubscalc 


I 


II 


III 


Total 


% ; : 

Ntyriber of items 


22 


12 


11 


51 


Internal Consistency (KR20) 


.96 


.87 


.91 


".95 


Average item-total correlation 


.73 


.64 


.74 


.59 


Average inter-item correlation 

0 


.50 


.36 


• .49 


.26 
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libit 7 

Information Regarding Selected DBC Studios 



•tady 



Question of Intsrest 



Subjects 



Results 



Horr, Algosslns, 
a Eaves (1976) 



Aigosslne (1976a) 



Aigosslne, Mercer, 
6 Counternlne 

U977) 



Nooney 6 Aigosslne 
(1978) 



lehlosaer 6 
Aigosslne (1979) 



Aigosslne (in press) 



Aigosslne 6 Curraa 
(In press 1 ) 
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Extent to which ratings on 
DBC I v*ry as « function 
of intensive practlcum ex- 
perience vith disturbed 
children? 

Extent to which ratings 
on DBC I vary as a function 
of subject type? 



Extent to which labels end 
behaviors interact in 
generating tolerance and 
acceptability? 

Extent to which behaviors 
within and between DBC I and 
DBC II were differentially 
disturbing? 



Extent to which behaviors 
characteristic of boys were 
more disturbing thnn those 
characteristic of girls? 

Extent to which behaviors 
in DBC I are differentially 
bothersome to regular ihd 
special teachers? 



Extent to which interaction 
potential varies as a func- 
tion of teacher tolerance 
for exhibited behavior from 
OBC I? 



60 Undergraduates 
30 Treatment 
30 Control 



73 teachers and students 
23 regular teachers 
23 sneclal teachers 
23 special ed. majors 

128 undergraduates 
32 randomly assigned to 
each of four condi- 
tions 

30 vocational education 
teachers 



90 teachers 

30/roplication 



38 teachers 
Irregular teachers 
19 special teachers 



44 regular teachers 
11 assigned to each of 
four groups 



Ratings in treatment group subjecti 
Improved after practlcum; behaviors 
in Factor II rated as more disturb*' 
Ing by all jubject-v 

Behaviors rated more disturbing by 
regular class teacheret behaviors la 
Factor XI rated as sore disturb log 
by all subjects, 

Selected behaviors of DBC I were 
differentially bothersome as a 
function of the label assigned to "•" 
the child thought to exhibit them. 

Behaviors In DBC 1 were generally 

note disturbing than those In DBC 
XI; Factor It was more disturbing 
within DBC t and Factor II was wore 
disturbing within OK lit Factor it 
of DBC I waa more disturbing than 
Factor II of DBC II. 

Behaviors mors characteristic of 
boye wero mors bothersoas to teacher 
than those characterlatle of girls* 



Ratings of regular teachers ware 
slgnlfluantly higher than those 
of special teachers | Faster XX 
behaviors rated as mors disturbing 
by all subjects. 

Teachers were more accepting of 
a case study child when the child's 
behavior aatchsd their tolerance 
and less accepting when the behavior 

conflicted with their tolerance. 
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Appendix A 



Disturbing Behavior Checklist (DBC) I 

. Please respond to each item indicating how disturbing it would be in 
working with children. ND means "not very disturbing" and VD means "very 
disturbing". Ask yourself, "in working with children, is" • ••Item. ••"dis- 
turbing to me 99 ! then answer the item. 



Item and Description 



ND 



VD 
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OddnesSi bizarre behavior 
Restlessness, inability to sit still 
Attention-seeking-* "show-off" 
Stays out late at night 

Doesn't know how to have fun \ 

Self-consciousness; easily embarrassed 

Fixed expression; lack of emotional reactivity 

Disrupt iveness; tendency to annoy and bother others 

Feelings of inferiority ' ■ 

Steals in company with others 

bolster outness* rowdiness . 

Crying over minor annoyance* and hurts 

Preoccupation; "in a world of his own" 

Shyness t bashfulness 

Social withdrawal; preference for' solitary activities 
Dislike for school 

Jealousy over, attention paid other children 

Belongs to a gang 

Repetitive .speech 

Short attention span 

Lack of sclf-cohfidence 

Inattentiveness to what others say 

Easily flustered and cemfused 

Incoherent speech 

Fighting * 

Loyal to delinquent friends 
Temper tantrums > 
Reticence, secret; iveness 
Truancy* from school 

Hypersensitivity; feelings easily hurt 

Laziness in school & in performance of other tasks 

Anxiety; chronic general fear fulness 

Irresponsibility; undependability 

Excessive daydreaming * 

Masturbation 

lias bsd companions 

Tension; Inability to y relax 

Disobedience; difficulty in disciplinary control 
Depression', chronic sadness 
Uncooperatlvencss in group situations 
Passivity! suggestibility; easily led by others 
Aloofness^ social reserve 

Clumsiness, awkwardness; poor muscular coordination 
Hypersensitivity; always on the go 
Distractibility 

Destruct iveness in regard to his own and /or others property 
Negativism; tendency to do the opposite of what is requested 
Impertinence; aauciness 
Sluggishness* lethargy , 
Drowsiness 

Profane language! swearing ft cumin 
Nervousness ft Jitter Incs* , JunpincK*; easily startled 
Irritability ft hot tempered; canlly aroused to anger 
Enuresis, -bed-wetting 

Often has physical complaints* e.g#, headaches » stomachaches 

Otz 
*» 0 
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Appendix B 

Disturbing Behavior Checklist (DBC) II 

Ploase respond to each of the following Items Indicating how d it tux bint 
it is in working with children. Ask yourself, "In working with children, la 
(are) ...item... 1 disturbing to mo? ,f , thfn answer the item. NVP -Not very 
disturbing (1) VP »Verv disturbin g (3) * Ttr 



Item and Description 



~VD 



Short attention span 
Poor discrimination skills 
Being easily frustrated 
Unmanageable behavior 
Weak visual memory 
Poor word attack skills 
InsensltlVlty 

Saying lnapproprlatcL^hlngs 
Having difficulty coding shapes 
Figure-ground problems 
Impulslvlty 

Poor motor development 

Inadequate self-concept 

Letter and word reversals 

Lack of 9 ensltlvlty regarding oth*r * 

Poor visual-motor integration 

Social immaturity 

Poor expressive abilities 

Weak auditory memory 

Distraqtlblllty 

Poor interpersonal relationships 

Confusion of letter sounds 

Being in a state of perpetual motion 

Latinos* in school 

Poor posture * 

General perceptual problems 

Carelessness 

Being unable to assume social responsibility 

Rudeness, .tactlessness 

Insecurity 

Irritability 

Being shy pr withdrawn 

Lack of spontaneity in communication 

Difficulty remembering letter names 

Being insecure or craving attention w 

Written reversals 

Hyperactivity 

An inability to follow directions 
Mot participating Independently 
Confusion with directionality 
Inappropriate recall of words and sentences 
Being unable to blend sound*! 
Not differentiating loft from right 
Anxiety with regard to school 
Perseveration . 

Limited spontaneous verbalisation 
Lack of motivation 
Pino motor problems 
Disorganisation in task approaches 
-Clumsiness, awkwardness 
Cross motor problems 
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